However, when the media reported the results of Scarr and Weinberg's study, they reported that the black adoptees, who had been raised by upper-middle and upper-class white parents, had the same IQ as upper-middle and upper-class white children. Incidentally, among the newspapers that reported that, and did so often, was the Johannesburg Star. But Scarr and Weinberg never claimed that. They always pointed out that even when the adopted children were little, their IQs were closer to the IQs of their biological parents, whom they never met, than to their adopting parents, who raised them from infancy; and their IQs got closer and closer to the IQs of their biological parents as they aged. All Scarr and Weinberg claimed was that in their study, adoption had a significant influence on the IQ and academic performance of the adopted children, even when they were adolescents, which made it different from all other adoption studies, in which no influence was found. 4 This is a fascinating and important finding of all adoption studies. At all ages the IQs of adopted children are closer to the IQs of their biological parents, whom they never knew, than to the IQs of their adoptive parents, who raised them from infancy; but the correlation between the IQs of adopted children and their adoptive parents invariably declines to non-existence by early adulthood. 5 This chronological effect operates at all ages. Traits become progressively more genetically controlled from birth through age four, as well as later. 6 For instance, identical three months the correlation between identical twins is .66, at six months the correlation is .75, at eighteen months .82.
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With these facts in mind a common misconception can now be corrected. The genetic component of intelligence is usually said to be between 40% and 80%; and sometimes, that is averaged out to 60%. That is extremely misleading. The 40% is from studies of small children, 80% from studies of adults. In 1998, the American Psychological Even the 80% figure is misleading, since the remaining 20% is not influenced by family, school, culture or other aspects of social environment. The 20% that is not genetic is determined prenatally, by the intrinsic variability in developmental processes, especially in the formation of the nervous system in the early stages of its development in the mother's uterus. 9 No one has ever found any influence for family, school, culture or other aspects of social environment; and the only serious students who claimed to find such an influence were Scarr and Weinberg.
I will now return to their study, and add another fact about it. The parents who adopted these black children had an average IQ of 115 (in the upper 15% of the general In Handout I, I quote Bodmer and Cavalli-Sforza, who were hypercritical of all the evidence that had been amassed on genetic causation of racial differences in intelligence but conceded one type of proof would be valid: "The I.Q.'s of black children adopted into white homes would also have to be compared with those of white children adopted into comparable white homes." In Scarr and Weinberg's study, the IQs of blacks adopted by whites were compared not with the IQs of whites adopted into comparable homes but in the same homes.
So far I have been discussing only black and white adoptees in this study. It also included adoptees raised from infancy in these families who had one black and one white biological parent. Their average performance in school and on IQ tests and on tests of vocabulary, reading comprehension and mathematics was between the average of the adoptees who had two black biological parents and the adoptees who had two white biological parents. poor nutrition, alcoholism, etc, it is worth adding that ten of the mothers of these mixed-race children were white.
Scarr and Weinberg's was the first study of the effects of white parents adopting black children; but two studies were done before theirs of children from Korea, Cambodia
and Vietnam who were in adopted in infancy by white Americans; and one study was done of children from Korea who were adopted by white Belgians. 11 In all three studies the average IQ of the adopted children and their performance in school was better than the white average. That included children who were so malnourished when they were babies that they had to be hospitalized before they were sent to their adopting parents. As with Orientals everywhere in the world, these Oriental children who were raised in white families did much better on the parts of IQ tests that measure spatial intelligence than the parts that measure verbal intelligence; and, like Orientals everywhere, the subtest of the Wechsler IQ test on which they did the best was the block-design subtest.
So far, I have been outlining studies of the effect of adoption on intelligence and academic achievement. The effect of adoption on criminality has also been studied extensively. The largest sample consisted of nearly everyone adopted in Denmark between 1927 and 1947, over 14,000 adoptees. At birth, all the adoptees were taken from their biological mothers. A little over a quarter were immediately placed in their adopting homes; the rest were put in orphanages. Of the latter, a little over half were placed in their adopting homes before they were one. The age at which they were adopted had no effect on their subsequent criminality. I will quote from the most accessible summary, in Science 12 .
(Science is the journal of The American Association for the Advancement of Science): In the Danish study only adopted men were considered. A large-scale Swedish study of female adoptees found their rate of criminality is even more genetically determined than among male adoptees.
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These studies were long known and accepted by every serious student of this subject. As my discussion of their trans-racial adoption study makes clear, Scarr and Weinberg are at the extreme "Left" of the spectrum of researchers on the relative importance of environment and genetics. Nevertheless, while they were maintaining that adoption affects the black adoptees in their study, they kept on recording that all other adoption studies found that social environment has no effect. For example, in 1983 14 (pp.
264-6) they reported on an adoption study in which all of the adoptees were placed in their adopting families in the first year of life, at the median age of two months: Adopted children's IQ scores were as highly correlated with their biological parents' IQ as were those of … children who were raised by their biological parents. The IQ correlation of adopted children reared together for 18 years was zero! [exclamation mark in the original] …. The effects of being reared in the same family, neighborhood, and school are negligible … The aptitude and achievement scores in reading and mathematics were virtually unrelated. We expected that genetic differences would account for substantial variation in IQ scores but would have nothing to do with social attitudes or vocational interest. Surprisingly, we found scores on the California F-Scale, a measure of authoritarianism, rigidity in belief, and prejudice, were similar for biological but not adoptive relatives, even though the adoptees had been exposed to their parents' attitudes since infancy. In vocational interest profiles … once again, the expectation that children would model themselves after their parents was not fulfilled.
Also in 1983, Scarr and McCartney stated (pp. 429-32) 15 ,
The major features of human development are programmed genetically.
The evidence from studies of biologically related and adoptive families that vary in socioeconomic status from working to upper middle class is that … the large array of individual differences among children and late adolescents adopted in infancy were not related to differences among their family environments.
The intelligence correlations of a sample of late-adolescent adopted siblings were zero. By late adolescence, adopted siblings do not resemble each other in intelligence, personality, interests, or other phenotypic characteristics.
[They support this statement by citing three articles by Scarr and Weinberg.]
In her presidential address to the Behavior Genetics Society in 1987 16 Scarr said,
[The study of] genetic variability in behavior … inflamed public opinion from the 1960s to the early 1980s. Then the outcries stopped, with the exception of a few eccentrics, such as Leon Kamin, Richard Lewontin, Steven Jay Gould, and Stephen Rose, who have audiences among the lingering social radicals. [Anyone familiar with the media's coverage of this subject will recognize these as the "experts" who are always cited as if their views are authoritative and orthodox.] My interest in the possibility of genetic behavioral differences began when, as an undergraduate, I was told that there are none. The lack of systematic environmental variability among adoptees led us to examine social-class effects. What difference does it make to be reared by a working-class or rural family, compared to a professional family? … We were amazed to conclude … that young adults do not resemble their family members on anything but genetic grounds. Today there is virtually no dispute among responsible scientists.
While Scarr and Weinberg were reporting this, they thought that they had come up with one exception, their trans-racial adoption study, which, as I said, has been the most 15 rearing environments was indirect and needs to be reevaluated". 17 They also said that they were re-examining their data to try to refute Levin and Lynn's findings.
However, Scarr has published only two later statements on this topic.
She was one of the 52 experts on intelligence who signed the declaration entitled "Mainstream Science on Intelligence", from which I quote in Handout III, which stated unequivocally that it is "regarded as mainstream among researchers on intelligence" that Jews and Orientals are genetically more intelligent than white Gentiles and blacks are less intelligent.
Scarr's other publication on this issue was a review of The Bell Curve. I will remind you that her adoption study was the most frequently used counter-evidence to The
Bell Curve. Scarr wrote about The Bell Curve,
18
Merely giving every child the same opportunities that are enjoyed by most privileged children will not result in significant IQ gains for the less privileged. Despite many efforts to prove otherwise, IQ tests are not culturally biased, and IQ is statistically related with many important educational, social, and economic outcomes. No known intervention, INCLUDING ADOPTION, [emphasis added] has been known to raise intelligence. The Bell Curve alerts policymakers … to the vast research literature on IQ, its heritability, and its social outcomes, and it spells out troubling facts on racial differences.
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Identical Twins I have been discussing biologically unrelated people raised in the same family. Now I will discuss the opposite: identical twins, who come from the same fertilized egg and are, consequently, genetically the same person, who were raised in different families.
In Handout II, I quote from Walter Mischel's standard psychology text, Introduction to Personality. The project he mentions as being "now underway at the University of Minnesota" has been pursued intensively ever since. Professor Thomas Bouchard Jr, who directs it, began it in order to look for differences between twins; since, as he said, "For a psychologist, environmental effects are the most interesting."
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The average age at which the identical twins in the study were tested was 41 years
and their average age of separation was 5 months. One had three daughters and a son named James Allan, the other had three sons, one of whom was named James Alan. Then both had vasectomies. Both enjoy making furniture and picture frames and made nearly identical basement workshops, in which they put a work bench in the same corner. Both built a circular white bench around a tree in his front yard.
No one else in either of their neighborhoods had similar benches.
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There certainly are traits that are not genetically determined at all. For instance, social background determines the language, dialect and accent a person speaks. An example is a British pair of identical twins, one of whom was raised from infancy by a lawyer and educated at elite private schools, the other was raised in a lower-class East Such similarities between identical twins raised apart from infancy are nearly universal, including among identical twins who were raised in more dissimilar circumstances than these two sisters.
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It might be objected that if any random pair of people is studied, similarities could be found. A priori that is extremely unlikely. But there is need to rely on probability.
Bouchard and his team asked the fraternal twins, who come from different fertilized eggs and have no more in common than other siblings, in their study to search their pasts, likes and dislikes, etc to find similarities like those nearly invariably found among identical twins. None could find such similarities.
One of the most surprising discoveries of the past twenty years that adoption and twin studies have found is the high heritability of social attitudes and opinions. In fact, when social attitudes and opinions were first introduced into an adoption study, in 1981, they were intended as a control factor, on the assumption that they had no genetic component. The total contribution of genetic factors to differences in personality and attitudes is significant and pervasive. … One of the truly remarkable findings to emerge from behavior genetics over the past twenty years is the replication and consistency of findings about the [genetic] transmission of personality and social attitudes in different studies using different approaches and methods of analysis.
26

Severe Early Childhood Deprivation
The best know case of severe childhood deprivation is "Isabelle". Her mother was a deaf-mute. Her mother's parents were mortified when their daughter became pregnant. So when "Isabelle" was born, her grandparents kept her and her deaf-mute mother in a dark room for the first six and a-half years of her life. When she was discovered, Lack of sunshine and inadequate diet had caused Isabelle to become rachitic. Her legs in particular … were so bowed that as she stood erect the soles of her shoes came nearly flat together … Her behavior toward strangers … was almost that of a wild animal …In many ways she acted like an infant. She was apparently utterly unaware of relationships of any kind. … At first it was even hard to tell whether or not she could hear, so unused were her senses.
It is impossible to imagine greater sensory or intellectual deprivation than spending the first six and a half years of your life in a dark room with a deaf-mute. But within two years of Isabelle's discovery, her vocabulary, ability to speak, read and write and her IQ were in the normal range for white middle-class American children of her age. She was graduated from high school with a good record. Moreover, "she gave the impression of being a very bright, cheerful, energetic little girl, who spoke well".
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Similar to "Isabelle" were two identical twin boys in Czechoslovakia. 28 They were seven years and three months old when they were taken away from their father and stepmother, after having lived with them since they were eighteen months old in severe sensory, nutritional and intellectual deprivation. Their living quarters was a small, unheated closet and they were often locked in the cellar for long periods of time. They were not allowed out of their house or into its main living areas, and the other children in the family were forbidden to talk to them. This did not constitute the total isolation that "Isabelle" endured, but the twins were treated more brutally. Once their father beat them with a rubber hose until they lay flat on the ground unable to move. Their stepmother used to beat them with wooden kitchen spoons until they broke.
When they were examined, at the age of seven years and three months, their scalps were badly scarred.
The twins also suffered physically from lack of adequate food, fresh air, sunshine and exercise. … [When they were seven] the father brought one of the boys to a paediatrician, asking for a certificate that his son was unfit to enter primary school. Because the boy looked as if he were only three years old … hardly walked, and was at first sight severely mentally retarded, the doctor agreed to postpone school entry.
Both boys also suffered from acute rickets. Even after several months of improved treatment, "They had to be brought to kindergarten in a wheelchair, because they could barely walk, and when given shoes, they could not walk at all." When they were taken away from their father and stepmother, at the age of seven years and three months, they reacted with surprise and horror to objects and activities normally very familiar to children of their age -e.g. moving mechanical toys, a TV set, children doing gymnastic exercises, traffic in the street, etc. … The spontaneous speech of the boys was extremely poor … they were not used to speech as a means of communication. … [They] could not understand the meaning and function of pictures.
But by the time they were nine, "the boys were agile, cheerful and popular; there were no signs of eccentricities or troubles in the social sphere." At the age of fourteen, "They love reading, ride bicycles, can swim and ski; they play the piano well and they have creative and technical talent." Their IQs were 100 and 101. That is average for whites and much higher than the average IQ of blacks who were raised from infancy by abnormally well educated and intelligent parents.
Long-term studies of large numbers of children have also found that the way parents treat them does not affect them intellectually or emotionally when they are adolescents and adults.
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Jerome Kagan found that among American Indian children in an isolated, subsistence farming village in the highlands of Guatemala called San Marcos,
As a result of parental treatment, frequent illness, lack of experiential variety and malnutrition, the one-year-olds were quiet, non-smiling, minimally alert, motorically flaccid and temperamentally passive. This is in sharp contrast to … middle-class American infants, who are vocal, smiling, alert and active. … The Guatemalan infants were markedly less attentive than the American [infants] to visual and auditory events. … During most of the first year, the infant is tightly clothed and restricted to the inside of a windowless, dark hut … The infant has no conventional toys … and adults are minimally interactive with him However, at the age of five and older, when these children were given standard nonverbal American intelligence tests, they did as well as white American children. One of the tests that Kagan mentions is the Embedded Figures Test, in which children have to locate a triangle embedded in twelve color drawings of familiar objects:
This was the first time that many rural children had ever seen a twodimensional drawing and most of the five-, six-and seven-year-olds in San Marcos had no opportunity to play with books, paper, pictures or crayons. Nonetheless … as with recall and recognition memory, the performance of the San Marcos child was comparable to that of his age peer in a modern urban setting. twins who were separated in infancy. One was raised in England, the other in South America; they did not meet until they were thirty. The Neubauers report, Both kept their lives neat -neat to the point of pathology. Their clothes were preened, appointments kept precisely on time, hands scrubbed regularly to a raw, red color. When the first was asked why he felt the need to be so clean, his answer was plain. "My mother. When I was growing up she always kept the house perfectly ordered. She insisted on every little thing returned to its proper place, the clocks -we had dozens of clocks -each set to the same noontime chime. … I learned from her. What else could I do?" The man's identical twin, just as much a perfectionist with soap and water, explained his own behavior this way: "The reason is quite simple. I'm reacting against my mother, who was an absolute slob."
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Typically of people in our culture, both twins ascribed their behavior to parental, and especially maternal, upbringing. Either explanation on its own would have been plausible. But since they were identical twins raised 15,000 kilometers from each other, we know that the cause was genetic.
A Priori Reasons for Absence of Family Influence
There is an important reason for evolution to have made humans (and, as far as we He [an infant] may be laid naked on a hard plank (New Caledonia), tucked into a padded cradle (Plains Indians), or tightly bandaged from the neck down (southern Europe). He may be carried about constantly (Malaysia), or left alone half a day at a time (Alor). He may be fed whenever he cries (Malaysia), on schedule (modern America), or simply when it suits his mother's convenience (New Guinea). He may be the petted center of family attention (Japan), or receive the minimum care necessary for survival (Alor). Training to control his excretory functions may be imposed within the first six months (Madagascar), or may be delayed until he can learn by imitating his elders. In addition to fraudulent counter-evidence, opponents of genetic determinism use several theoretical arguments. Two are that all races are nearly identical genetically and there is no gene for race. Both these arguments rely on the public's ignorance of genetics.
It is true that all humans share 99.9% of their genes in common. But caterpillars and butterflies and tadpoles and frogs have exactly the same genes. What makes animals and plants what they are is the interaction among genes, the activation of certain genes at certain times and the rate at which messenger RNA is made from genes.
The same genes control the formation of the heads of humans and chimpanzees, but the genes that control the formation of the human jaw operate for a shorter time and those that control the formation of the human cranium for a longer time than the same genes do in chimpanzees. Evolution does not have to develop new genes to change a species or intrabreeding populations within a species any more than a modern novelist has to invent new words to write differently from Charles Dickens.
Because of the way genes function, there is no gene for race or intelligence. No-one ever thought that there was. There is also no gene for skin or eye color, hair texture, bone density, canine teeth, blood pressure and innumerable other traits that everyone recognizes to be genetically determined.
Another common theoretical argument is that the human races arose too recently for significant differences to develop. A glance at the most familiar of non-human animals, dogs, shows the absurdity of this argument. Selective breeding among mice has also produced strains that differ by ten times in the amount of alcohol and psycho-reactive drugs (opium, cocaine, etc.) they voluntarily ingest and their reactions to them. 44 A publication of the National Academy of Sciences observed, "Animal experiments have shown that almost any trait can be changed by selection". 45 These anti-genetic arguments rely on misrepresenting the hereditarian position as being based on the existence of immutable, "pure" races. But no one who studies this subject thinks that there is any such thing as a pure race or that there is any causal connection between race and intelligence. There is not even a casual connection between species and intelligence. The average intelligence of every species changes, as more or less intelligent of its members have more or fewer children. which is the highest category, attain lower scores on both the verbal and math sections than the children of whites and Asians parents who did not graduate from high school and have incomes below $10,000, which is the lowest category.
Another frequent theoretical argument against genetic determinism is that we do not know what intelligence is. This argument relies on the public's ignorance of the nature of definition in science. It is worthwhile quoting at length Karl Popper, whom Scientific American described as "far and away the most influential philosopher of modern science": 46 The role of definition in science is … very different from what most people think. … The scientific view of the definition "A puppy is a young dog" would be that it is an answer to the question "What shall we call a young dog?" rather than an answer to the question "What is a puppy?". (Questions like "What is life?" or "What is gravity?" do not play any role in science.) … In modern science … definitions … do not contain any knowledge whatever, not even any "opinion"; they do nothing but introduce … arbitrary shorthand labels.
In science, all the terms that are really needed must be undefined. … We have been told for so long how important it is to get a precise knowledge of the meaning of our terms that we are all inclined to believe it. … Philosophy, which for twenty centuries has worried about the meaning of its terms, is … appallingly vague and ambiguous, while a science like physics, which worries hardly at all about terms and their meaning, but about facts instead, has achieved great precision. In science, we take care that the statements we make should never depend upon the meaning of our terms. … That is why our terms make so little trouble. institutionalized racial and ethnic discrimination in the world today is based on a demonstrably incorrect premise, that groups of people do not differ genetically in socially useful abilities; and, consequently, the greater success of some groups than others is attained through socially pernicious means and is a problem that must be solved. That demonstrably incorrect premise was also the cause of many horrors and catastrophes in the past, most notably the Holocaust.
